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Response to Final Office Action mailed December 23, 2008 
(Submitted with RCE) 

REMARKS 

Claims 2 and 4-12 are pending in this application. 

Applicant has amended claims 2 and 1 L The changes to the claims made herein do 
not introduce any new matter. 

Reiection Under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection of claims 2 and 4-11 
under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed toward non-statutory subject matter. Applicant has 
amended independent claim 2 to specify the structure of the image processing device in more 
detail. Applicant has amended independent claim 1 1 to specify that the image processing 
method for carrying out image processing is performed by using an image processing device 
having the specified structure. Accordingly, Applicant submits that claims 2 and 4-11 now 
define statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101, and requests that the rejection of these 
claims thereunder be withdrawn. 

Reiection Under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection of claims 2 and 4-12 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. In support of the indefiniteness 
rejection, the Examiner asserts that "the evaluation function Eit does not provide bounds such 
that the variables could take on values that can result in mathematically undefined results thus 
rendering the equation invalid." Office Action at page 4. In response. Applicant notes that 
Eit is the lattice point of the color conversion table. The value, which is stored in the color 
conversion table, is the digital value, which indicates the ink quantity indicated by the vector 
I. Thus, the value, which is inputted in the color conversion table, can be optionally 
determined. Therefore, it is not necessary for one having ordinary skill in the art to be 
provided with bounds for the variables of the evaluation function Eit to determine the scope 
of the claimed subject matter. 
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Accordingly, in view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2 
and 4-12 satisfy the definiteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, and 
requests that the rejection of these claims thereunder be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection of claims 2 and 4-12 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ikegami et al ClkegamC') (US 
6,724,507 Bl) in view of Geiger (US 5,416,855). As will be explained in more detail below, 
the combination of Ikegami in view of Geiger would not have rendered the subject matter 
defined in independent claims 2, 1 1, and 12, as amended herein, obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Ikesami 

The Ikegami reference discloses an apparatus that uses a gamut mapping method for 
correcting the difference between the color reproduction areas of the different devices. In 
contrast, the presently claimed subject matter relates to an apparatus (and corresponding 
method and computer-readable medium) for suitably controlling the ink quantity for 
increasing the continuity of the color conversion of the image data. Thus, the problem 
addressed by Ikegami is different from that addressed by the presently claimed subject matter. 

Ikesami: PO and column 16, lines 4-20 

As set forth at colunm 8, lines 65-67 of the Ikegami reference, PO and PI have color 
coordinate values on the color space. The correction data Dl (correction vector data) is the 
only data for deriving that the new conversion point, which includes the second conversion 
point P5, has color coordinate values on the color space. Therefore, the above-cited portion 
of the Ikegami reference does not disclose or suggest anything that corresponds to the ink- 
quantity vectors Ip of the presendy claimed subject matter. 
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Ikesami: column 16. lines 26-31 

The above-cited portion of the Ikegami reference discloses minimizing the value, 
which is weighted to the color difference before and after the color area compression. 
However, this portion of the Ikegami reference does not disclose or suggest minimizing the 
evaluation function E with respect to ink quantity smoothing. 

Ikesami: Figure 16, column 22. lines 38-45, and column 23, lines 30-37 

The above-cited portions of the Ikegami reference disclose the three-dimensional table 
for color area converting of the input image, the interpolation calculation unit, and the one- 
dimensional table. These portions of the Ikegami reference disclose only that the degree of 
smoothing is one of the parameters for making an input (image) range wide. Thus, these 
portions do not correspond to the evaluation function E with respect to the ink quantity 
smoothing of the presently claimed subject matter. 

Ikegami: column 22, lines 58-64 

The above-cited portion of the Ikegami reference discloses that the well-known art can 
be used for converting the color coordinate value of the lattice point, which is out of the 
contour of the color space of the input image. Thus, this portion of the Ikegami reference 
does not disclose or suggest anything that corresponds to the evaluation function E with 
respect to the ink quantity smoothing of the presently claimed subject matter. 

Ikeeami: weighting coefficient, column 12, lines 56-65 

The weighting coefficient Wl is the only coefficient for deriving the first conversion 
point P4 (see column 6, lines 4-8). This coefficient is different from Eit, which is the partial 
object function of the evaluation function E with respect to the ink quantity smoothing of the 
presently claimed subject matter. 
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Ikegami: column 10, lines 28-67 and column 11. lines 1-18 

The above-cited portions of the Ikegami reference disclose the selecting of the color 
coordinate value of the input color gamut representative point PI 3 on the basis of the 
information of the pixel value polar coordinate and calculating the color coordinate value of 
the input color gamut point P3. These portions of the Ikegami reference do not indicate the 
twisted quantity of the ink-quantity vector of the presently claimed subject matter. 

Ikesami: column 9, lines 15-29 

The above-cited portion of the Ikegami reference discloses the data used when the 
color coordinate value of the output color gamut representative point PI 2 is calculated in the 
three-dimensional color space of CMY(K), LAB, RGB, and XYZ. This is different from the 
ink-quantity vector of the one-dimensional ink-quantity space of the presently claimed subject 
matter. 

Geiser 

The Geiger reference discloses a system for image compression processing, which 
includes smoothing and edge detecting. In contrast, the presently claimed subject matter 
relates to an apparatus (and corresponding method and computer-readable medium) for 
suitably controlling ink quantity. Thus, the problem addressed by Geiger is different from 
that addressed by the presently claimed subject matter. 

Geiser: (x ±1, v ±1\ column 6, lines 40-41 

The value f*^ (x ±1, y ±1) is the intensity (not equal to 0) of the neighboring pixel and 
it is one of the parameters calculated by the smoothing module. This value is not the same as 
the evaluation function E with respect to the ink quantity smoothing of the presently claimed 
subject matter. 
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Geiger: column 6. lines 48-58 

The vectors Ip, Iptr, Ipr> and Ipt of the presently claimed subject matter are the ink- 
quantity vectors of the neighboring grid. Each of the neighboring grids has a different ink- 
quantity vector. Therefore, not all of the ink-quantity vectors can be equal to 1. 

In view of the foregoing, even if the Ikegami and Geiger references were to be 
combined in the manner proposed by the Examiner, the result of this combination would not 
have included each and every feature of the subject matter defined in independent claims 2, 
11, and 12, as amended herein. As such, the combination of Ikegami in view of Geiger 
would not have rendered the subject matter defined in present claims 2, 1 1., and 12 obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art. 

Accordingly, for at least the foregoing reasons, independent claims 2, 1 1, and 12, as 
amended herein, are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the combination of Ikegami in 
view of Geiger, Claims 4-10, each of which depends from claim 2, are likewise patentable 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the combination of Ikegami in view of Geiger for at least the 
same reasons set forth above regarding claim 2. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
reexamination of claims 2 and 4-12, as amended herein, and submits that these claims are in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, a notice of allowance is respectfully requested. In the 
event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408) 749-6902. If any additional fees are due in 
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connection with the filing of this paper, then the Commissioner is authorized to charge such 
fees to Deposit Account No. 50-0805 (Order No. HOSOP002). 



Respectfully submitted, 

MARTINE PENILLA & GENCARELLA. L.L.P. 




Peter B. Martine 
Reg. No. 32,043 



710 Lakeway Drive, Suite 200 
Sunnyvale, California 94085 
Customer Number 25920 
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